Chicago Air Cargo Mana,gers }lssoczatwn
®.0. Box 66228 j
O’Hare International j’lifpoﬂ
Chicago, IL 60666

06 September 2005

Federal Aviation Administration

Attn: Mr. Michael MacMullen,

|~ Airports Environmental Program Manager
Chlcago Airports District Office

2300 Devon Avenue

Des Plaines, IL 60018

Ifbear Mz, MacMullen, Lo : |

We are submitting this correspondence as a formal submission within the public comment period
on the FAA’s Final EIS for OHare International Airport. Our comments and concetns will be
dlrected at the Alternatives Section of the EIS. Specifically, the air cargo community at O’Hare
has serions concerns about the FAA’s recent decision to preserve the Rest Haven Cemetery
within the footprint of the proposed O’Hare Modeinization Plan,; Alternative C. Preservation of
thlS cemetery, as opposed to relocation, raises serious safety, secuuty, opera,tlonal and capacity
1ssues for the new cargo areas being planned for the Southwest quadrant of the mrport

As a bit of background, the cargo community has had ongoing contact: with representanvcs of the
OMP and Department of the Aviation over the last 18 months. Cargo organizations involved in
these discussions include the Chicago Air Cargo Manacre;rs Agsociation (CACMA) the
International Air Cargo Assocation of Chicago (]ACAC) and the Customs Brokers and Foreign
Freight Forwarders Association of Clucago These orgamzauons taken as a whole represernt
Vumally every major participant in the air cargo commmuty in Chicago. Theit membcrs etoploy
thousands of employees, move millions of tons of air cargo and are anxious to see O’Hare
mamtam its position as a viable and vibrant air cargo alfport ‘

1]']:Lese informal discussions centered on the scope: and design of caroo areas at O’Hare Airport.
Whﬂe new space is designated west of the existing South- Cargo aréas for new: Cargo aircraft
ramps and handling facilities, the majority of the new space seemed to be used for existing cargo
faollmes relocated by the construction of runway 10C/28C. Since the existing Fedex Metroplex
and United Cargo facilities would be directly unpacted by the new runway, they 1 would required
to be ‘made whole’ by the OMP process and would thérefore recelvela s1gmﬁnant portion of the
space allotted for Cargo in the Adrport Layout Plan.

Most industry sources predict annual growth rates of 5% for the mtematlonal air'cargo industry
over the next 10-12 years. The question posed most often by the cargo comrnumty during these
discussions: Where would this growth be handled on the new O Hare airpoxt?



We are pleased to report that these discussions with representatives of the OMP anid Department
of Aviation left most cargo organizations reassured that the ‘new O’Hare’ would devote sufficient
resources to the cargo community. The O’Hare cargo :community felt that the future growth
ﬁeeds (including parkmg/handlmg of cargo-only a1rc1aft) would not be constramed by lack of
J‘csom ces under the OMP alternatives. ‘
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Incumbent in these discussions, however, was that the expanded South Cargo Area would
be created without interruption by. non-cargo parcels. The FAA’s decision 'to leave Rest
Haven Cemetery at its present location creates ja cargo area 'desigh mcomgaﬁble with safe
and efficient cargo activities in that area. Many members of the cargo commumg[ has

eggressed serious concerns since this decision was made public in late July 2005

'
!
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We would summarize these concerns into four main areas:

1. Safety of cemetery visitors

II. Security Perimeter

1. Restriction of aircraft ground movement .
IV. Reduction of cargo capacity (economiic losses)

We will outline each of these areas below. The remarks contaihed within the outline are based

on the following scenario for the expanded South Cargo areas 'if the Rest Haven Cemetery is
mamtamcd at it present location:

1. The Rest Haven Cemetery would be suxrmmded on the north side by a taxi-way, on
the east and west side by working cargo! aircraft ramps and the south side by an
access road used almost exclusively by air cargo trucking traffic.

2. The new South Cargo Ramp would be: split in two. Each would bave a single
entrance/exit for use by aircraft. There would be no connection between the two new
ramps. In essence, there would now be threé non-contiguous aircraft ramps in South
Cargo: the existing South Cargo ramp bounded on the west by a public road
accessing the NW Cargo/Fed Ex Heavy buildings, a new ramp bounded by the same
public road on the east and Rest Haven cemetery on the west, and a thlrd cargo ramp
bounded by the Rest Haven cemetery o the east ‘and On the Wcst by a taxi-way

! accessing the new 10R/28L runway. ‘

P 3. Access to the cemetery would apparently bé facﬂltated through a pubhc access road

which would run directly through an area planned for deVelopment of cargo bandling
facilities. : ‘

‘Uamg this scenario (and we see no other viable ramp de&gns glven the cent,lal location of the
'Rest Haven Cemetery within the proposed cargo' aress), we would like to address each area of
concern in detail so that the impact of this decision. is understood by a]l.

I Safety of cemetery visitors — Aircraft ramps are shown by the Department of Labor to be one
of the more dangerous workplaces in America. While many of these dangers are confined

to the ramp area jtself, certain of the hazards extend over the boundaries of the ramp by their
very nature.
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A

Health hazards due to excessive noise from dircraft engines. As noted in the scenario
above, the Resthaven cemetery would be surrounded on 3 sides by working aircraft ramp
areas. The decibel levels created by these ramp areas, at such close proximity to the
cemetery, represent a hazard Jevel to any cemetery visitors which exceeds those within
OSHA. guidelines. Ground crews and airline créws routinely ‘wear hearing protection to
mitigate this hazard. It seems unlikely that'all wsﬁors to the cemetery Would be similarly
protected. - P

Health hazards due to excessive jet blast. Upon amval and depaxmre the large jumbo jet
cargo aircraft (747F, MD-11, etc) generated significarit jet blast hazard as they maneuvey
in/out of their parking areas. These areas exténd for bundreds of feet 'to rear of the
aircraft and are well-docmented within the airport safety regulations. Due to its small
size and anticipated proximity to the cargo aircraft parking areas, the Resthaven cemetery
would be within these blast areas from both adjacent cargo areas. If the cemetery
remains in. place in the final Airport Layout Plan, we recommend specification of blast
fences on the east and west sides of the cemetéry to nnngate tlus hazard.

Health Hazards due to Hazardous mazenal mczdents Ca:rgo Gamed on¢ go aircraft has
always contained Hazardous Materials. Many of these materlals (rachoactlvc infectious
substances, flammable materials, exploswes etc.) are prohibited fiom passenger
airplanes and must be carefully handied accordmg to: pubhshed regulations. Regrettably,
such materials do occasionally spill and require evacuation of ramp/cargo buildings.
Each cargo facility has well-planned evacuation plans for the safety of its employees
during such an event. Any visitors to the cemetery would also be subject to such a hazard
and outside the evacuation plans for each carrier. Safeam:dmg such visitors would fall
to the airport authorities. We question whether the response to such an event would come
in time to prevent the visitors from being exposed to such a spill.

'
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II Security Perimeter - Clearly, security at airports. haq become of ‘our cou:utry s top priorities
in the post 9-11 area. Airport and TSA guidelines address, among many other points, access
to airport ramps, cargo prepared to-fly on flights: (moludmg passenger) and: pubhc vantage
points within the airport footprint. We believe the retention of the cemetcry rajses several
difficult points under this critical heading, i :

A

Access to aircraft ramps. The retained cemetery becomes a publlc pemns.ula jutting out
into the AOA petimeter of the cargo ramps. ‘While' we expect such:ian areas would be
secured by the Department of Aviation with the normal AOA Perimeter fencmg, etc., any
such area where the public (with no busmess at the au‘port) can congregate $o close to
flight operations and fue] supplies is a concerm.

Cargo prepared to fly on flights (including pa.s*‘senger“) - This is a similar; scenatio to ‘A’
above. In this case, however, the threat is more indirect. Cargo is routinely staged on
the secure AOA for departure on aircraft. Stich a public a!rea located so close to the
prepared cargo presents a more difficult security problem tham if the AOA has a uniform
perimeter without interspersing public areas. i

Public vantage point within the airport footprint. By ciefmi‘rion, a cemetery area

| presumes green space, irees, gravestiesetc., Add! to ithese chartacteristics our

recommendation. of jet blast fences to shield cemetery visitors ﬁ'om that aircraft
hazard.... and the cemetery becomes a haven for those who wish to get as close as



possible to aircraft arriving/departing the airport. Such-hidden proximity has obvious
security consequences.

Restriction of AOA ground movement - Usmg the scenario outhned eaxher the South
Cargo area of O’Hare airport would be developed around three non-contwmous anrcraft
ramps —this configuration has operational unpacts in several ways

A. Restricted access to two cargo aircraftramp areas — Each TEeW Cargo ramp, separated
by the Rest Haven cemetery, would now only have one way/one way; out. This has
implications for fuel bum for the aircraft (important to the airlines, perhaps not so
important to the overall FAA criteria) but also has potential for a major operational
incident. Many of the cargo airlines that function:on the airport are working on
extremely tight schedules. These schedules may be dictated by curfews at other
airports, arrival schedules at domesti¢ hubs, crew schcdulmg parameters, etc. By
having only one way out of the ramps, any mechanical or Tamp incidenit which blocks
that egress effectively closes down ground traffic and traps planes within the ramp
area. This scenario was not an issue urider the. previous ALP wlnoh showed two
taxiways entering the new South Cargo ramp area. |

B. Interline transfer of freight — The way of the aulme w011d has become one of
alliances and partnerships. A frequent outgrowth of these agreements if transfer of
cargo from one cartier to another. Since éach of the new cargo ramps might be

‘isolated’ from the other cargo ramp areas (only way out. iis by aircraft), such freight
may have to be transferred the 300-400 yards via landside (truck) rather than
1amp51de This presents not only an economic burden 011 the airlines: but also raises
security issues as wejl. ;

Recluctlon of Cargo Capacity — As meritioned at the outset the cargo commmuty has
been quite concemed about the fitture resources devoted to handling of cargo on the ‘new
O’Hare’. These concerns are well founded; absent a firm plan for cargo handling at the
old military ramp on the north side of the airport, the space- allocated for new cargo areas
seemed to be minimal when the relocation of operations: affected by 10C/28R was taken
mto account. The retention of the Rest Haven cemetery furtl1€1 resmcts ‘the options for
future cargo handling areas. .

A. Loss of Cargo dircraft Parking spaces— While'it is difficult to estimate the exact
number of parking spots lost to Rest Haven, one can easﬂy foresee that two aircraft
parking spots are no longer available:due'to the the intrusion of the ‘peninsula’ into
the new South Cargo areas. W}nle two spots does not seem s1g;mﬁcant if one
assumes each spot would be used once daﬂy bya 747F freighter/300 days per year
with payload of 80 Tons in/80 tons out (all conscrvatwe assumptmns)

¢ Loss 0f 48,000,000 kgs of export capaclty/48 000 ,000 kgs of; unport capacity
due to no place to park the aircraft.

e Assuming 100,000 kg/month/warchouse employee (a common logistics
assumption) this means 80 airport warehouse jobs are not realized as well as
further employment implications which ate difficult to caléulate (truckers,
freight forwarders, custom brokers, etc.).

* Access to foreign markets (both import and export) reduced fox Chicago area
manufactureres, distributors and consumers. i



B. Loss of Cargo Facility Development Area —1t is clear'that some sort of public access
road would have to be maintained to allow visitors to the cemetery to reach the
grounds, Such a road would be placed, out of necessity, directly south of the
cemetery grounds and connected to the main eargo road Willding through the cargo
area. P i
1, One of the primary concerns of the O’Hare Cargo conunumty is the current lack

' of on-airport facilities for cargo warehouses/handling’ This dearth of facilities

. would be made worse by the ammxatmn/dcstmctlon of several cutrent industrial

* developments south and west of the. cmrem South Cargo area (i-e. ProLogis,

etc.). Removing any real estate from prime on-airport, on-ramp locations (as
would be the case with the retention 'of Rest Haven) only serves to exacerbate
this shortage.

When all aspects of this issue are taken into accou' .. We beheve 'it is selt—evident that the
impact of retaining Rest Haven Cemetei in it cuirent location on_safe
and_commerce is significant and outweighs ithe reprettable short-term impact of
i;jom‘ g the cemetery to a new location more appgogriate for its long-term future.

We urgently request that the FAA approve re-locating the Rest Haven Cemetery as part of
its Record of Decision.

Plcasc feel free to contact me if you have any further quéstions or comments on this submission.
I can be reached at the CACMA mailing address contained within our letterhead by E-ma11 at

ACMAcargo@sbcg!obal.net or by telephone at 847/571- 1971 o
’Ihank you in advance for your consideration. |

Sincerely,

iDaniel adow
2005 CACMA Chairman



